An extension to the GPSG grammatical formalism is proposed, allowing non-terminals to consist of finite sequences of category labels, and allowing schematic variables to range over such sequences. 
I. INTRODUCTION
There has been considerable interest in the community lately with the implications of crossed serial dependencies in e.g. Dutch subordinate clauses for non-transformational theories of grammar. Although context-free phrase structure grammars under the standard interpretations are weakly adequate to generate such languages as anb n, they are not capable of assigning the correct dependencies -that is, they are notstrongly adequate.
In a recent paper (Bresnan Kaplsn Peters end Zaenen 1982) (hereafter BKPZ), a solution to the Dutch problem was presented in terms of LFG (Kaplan and Bresnan 1982) , which is known to have considerably more than context-free power.
(Steedman 1983) and (Joshi 1983) have also made proposals for solutions in terms of Steedman/Ades grammars and tree adjunction grammars (Ades and Steedman 1982; Joshi Levy and Yueh 1975 In what follows I will use a Lisp-based shorthand, using CAR, CDR, CONS, and so on. These usages are discharged in Appendix I.
Using this shorthand, we can give the following example of a set of semantic rules for association with the syntactic rules given above, which preserves the appropriate dependency, assuming that the b'(a',S') is the desired result at each level:
CONS(CADR (Q')(a' )(CA~(Q' )),CDDR (Q ' ))
(~ [3,b,b,b] in the course of bottom-up processing, the Z on the right hand side will match [b,b] , and the resulting substitution into the left hand side will cause the constituent to be labeled [S,b,b] .
In making this extension to my existing system, the changes required were all localised to that part of the code which matches rule parts against nodes, and here the price is paid only if a sequence variable is encountered. This suggests that the impact of this mechanism on the parsing complexity of the system is quite small. There is some suggestion that this is not the pattern of judgements typical of native speakers of Dutch from Belgium.
III. APPLICATION TO DUTCH

III.2 Grammar rules for the Dutch data
This pattern leads us to propose the following basic rules for subordinate clauses:
A) S' -> omdat NP VP B) VP -> V VP (probeer) C) VP -> NP V VP (leren) D) VP -> NP V (spreken).
Taken straight, these give us (I) only.
For (2) - (4), we propose what amounts to a verb lowering approach, where verbs are lowered onto VPs, whence they lower again to form compound verbs. Sentences (2) and (3) The semantics follows that in section II.2 quite closely.
For our purposes simple interpretations of (B) -(D) will suffice:
The semantics for the metarules is also reasonably straightforward, given that we know where we are going: 
IV. CONCLUSIONS
